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Introduction 
Pro bono is often touted as playing a key role in closing the justice gap as it offers the 
possibility of legal representation for the many New Zealanders who do not qualify for legal 
aid and who cannot afford private legal services. It is also often discussed as a key 
professional duty (Deborah Rhode in “Pro Bono in Principle and Practice” (2003) 53 J Leg 
Ed 413). But when lawyers say “I do pro bono work”, what do they actually mean? And how 
much of it do they do? This article uses the results of an empirical study of New Zealand 
lawyers to answer these questions. 
 
Providing the answers is particularly pressing because the New Zealand Law Society (NZLS) 
has suggested introducing an aspirational pro bono target of 35 hours per annum for New 
Zealand lawyers (Craig Stephen “Finding a match: how well does pro bono work in New 
Zealand?” LawTalk 928 New Zealand, 10 May 2019). Pro bono work is also a consideration 
in applications for Queen’s Counsel (New Zealand Bar Association “Queen’s Counsel 
Appointment Process” https://www.nzbar.org.nz/queens-counsel-appointment-process). 
Reaching a shared definition of what counts as pro bono is fundamental to operationalising 
targets and ensuring requirements are fulfilled; we cannot increase the amount of pro bono 
delivered without first agreeing to what pro bono is.   
Existing definitions of pro bono 
The NZLS offers a brief definition in its practice briefing on pro bono services. It notes that 
for lawyers, providing pro bono can be an effective and practical way to address concerns about 
access to justice and defines pro bono as follows: 
[Pro bono] refers specifically to legal professional services which are provided free 
of charge if an individual who requires legal advice or services, either cannot afford 
legal services or does not qualify for legal aid. It can also capture services provided 
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at a reduced rate – “low bono” work (NZLS “Practice Briefing: Guidance for 
Lawyers Undertaking Pro Bono work” (July 2018) <www.lawsociety.org.nz>) 
While a useful general guide, the brief definition does not address the many grey areas that 
may or may not be pro bono, including various types of legal volunteer work or general 
volunteer work performed by lawyers. 
The Australian Pro Bono Centre’s (APBC) definition is much more detailed, attempting to 
eliminate the grey areas. It is useful to read the APBC definition in full:  
1. Giving legal assistance for free or at a substantially reduced fee to:- 
a. individuals who can demonstrate a need for legal assistance but cannot 
obtain Legal Aid or otherwise access the legal system without incurring 
significant financial hardship; or 
b. individuals or organisations whose matter raises an issue of public interest 
which would not otherwise be pursued; or 
c. charities, other not-for-profit organisations or social enterprises, in each 
case where their sole or primary purpose is to work in the interests of low 
income or disadvantaged members of the community, or for the public 
good; 
2. Conducting law reform and policy work on issues affecting low income or 
disadvantaged members of the community, or on issues of public interest; 
3. Participating in the provision of free community legal education on issues 
affecting low income or disadvantaged members of the community or on 
issues of public interest; or 
4. Providing a lawyer on secondment at a community organisation (including a 
community legal organisation) or at a referral service provider such as a 
Public Interest Law Clearing House. 
The following is NOT regarded as pro bono work for the purposes of this statement: 
1. giving legal assistance to any person for free or at a reduced fee without reference to whether 
he/she can afford to pay for that legal assistance or whether his/her case raises an issue of public 
interest; 
2. free first consultations with clients who are otherwise billed at a firm’s normal rates; 
3. legal assistance provided under a grant of legal assistance from Legal Aid; 
4. contingency fee arrangements or other speculative work which is undertaken with a commercial 
expectation of a fee; 
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5. the sponsorship of cultural and sporting events, work undertaken for business development and 
other marketing opportunities; or 
6. time spent by lawyers sitting on the board of a community organisation (including a community 
legal organisation) or a charity. 
 
Both the NZLS and APBC definitions have two key elements: pro bono service needs to be the 
provision of legal services in response to unmet need. If it is free legal work performed for 
those who are not in need, it could be more properly considered a “favour” or “freebie”, or in 
some cases simply a debt that turned out to be uncollectable. If it is free non-legal work, then 
it is more properly called “volunteer work”, or if run by a firm, a programme for corporate 
social responsibility. The moral obligation to perform volunteer work or make charitable 
donations, or for firms to engage in programmes that demonstrate they are responsible 
corporate citizens, is not specific to the legal profession. These are moral obligations that are 
common to all of society.  
For the term “pro bono” to be used, the service needs to be free legal work for those with unmet 
needs. Only this type of work responds to the most commonly claimed reasons for the 
obligation to perform pro bono, as summarised by Deborah Rhode in “Pro Bono in Principle 
and Practice” (2003 53 J Leg Ed 413). First, the obligation stems from “the value to society of 
addressing unmet legal needs and the profession’s responsibility to contribute to that effort” 
(Rhode, at 430). In New Zealand, the first fundamental obligation of a lawyer listed in the 
Lawyers and Conveyancers Act 2006 is “the obligation to uphold the rule of law and to 
facilitate the administration of justice in New Zealand”. This can be read broadly as a duty to 
ensure that those appearing before the courts are, where possible and where the litigant desires 
it, properly represented. Representation ensures litigants can access their legal rights in a 
complex system (fulfilling an element of the rule of law) and that the courts are smoothly 
administered (the court staff and judges are not required to explain the system and assist the 
litigants). Pro bono work is a way to ensure these obligations are met in a situation where many 
consumers are otherwise unable to afford legal services. 
Second, the obligation arises from “the value to lawyers, individually and collectively, of such 
pro bono contributions” (Rhode, at 430). The benefits that individual lawyers derive from 
doing pro bono work are many and varied. They include training, experience, leadership 
opportunities, psychological benefits from altruistic behaviour, and development of new 
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expertise. In addition to benefits to individual lawyers, firms who have a pro bono programme 
secure further benefits including using the programme to attract high quality graduate lawyers, 
increasing morale among existing lawyers, and attracting paying clients (Fiona Mcleay “The 
legal profession’s beautiful myth: surveying the justifications for the lawyer’s obligation to 
perform pro bono work” (2009) 15 IJLP 249 at 252). For the profession as a whole, there is 
also a significant benefit both in terms of reputation, and in justifying the continuation of the 
reserved areas of work, despite the fact that many New Zealanders are unable to access reserved 
services due to cost. The justification offered by Justice Kirby for pro bono captures both the 
element of duty and reputational benefit: “The bottom line is that law is not just a business. 
Never was. Never can be so. It is a special profession. Its only claim to public respect is the 
commitment of each and every one of us to equal justice under the law” (Mcleay, at 250 quoting 
a 2002 speech by Justice Kirby). 
The NZLS’s definition, and the more specific APBC definition are, therefore, useful in 
clarifying what activities can be considered pro bono. The types of work excluded by the APBC 
definition, while important in other ways, do not respond to lawyers’ claims to a special status 
or recognise lawyers’ rights and responsibilities.  
Detail on the amount of pro bono lawyers are offering is also limited. The NZLS Practice 
briefing notes that the “traditional pathway for providing pro bono assistance” is through 
Community Law Centres (CLCs) and Citizens Advice Bureau (CAB). Lawyers, including 
those working as in-house counsel and who would otherwise be unable to provide pro bono 
services (see Lawyers and Conveyancers Act 2006, ss 9, 10(5), and 31(4)), can join the rosters 
of these organisations to provide pro bono services. Over 1,200 lawyers volunteer with CLCs 
(Community Law “Our Lawyers” <https://communitylaw.org.nz>) and in 2015-2016 
contributed 13,516 hours of legal advice, mostly in the form of case work (Mike Hensen and 
John Yeabsley The value of investing in Community Law Centres: An economic investigation 
New Zealand Institute of Economic Research, Wellington, 2017 at 8). Lawyers contribute 
approximately 3,000 pro bono hours to CABs annually (Craig Stephen “Citizens Advice — 
providing 3,000 pro bono hours a year” LawTalk 920 New Zealand, 3 August 2018).  
 
There is little data on how many hours of pro bono work are undertaken in New Zealand outside 
of CLCs and CABs. This is partly because there is often limited record keeping: “Much of the 
work is by private arrangement, often undocumented, on particular ‘worthy’ cases. Firms and 
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legal professional associations often do not keep statistics on the quantity or value of the pro 
bono work they or their members undertake or coordinate” (Australian Law Reform 
Commission “Managing Justice: A review of the federal civil justice system” ALRC 89 (2000) 
1 at 308). Even if records are kept, without a shared definition of what constitutes pro bono, it 
is difficult to make meaningful comparisons. These difficulties were encountered in the 
University of Waikato Institute for Business Research on Law Firm Practice Comparison 2015 
(2015 Law Firm Study). It surveyed 82 New Zealand firms and asked the participants to 
approximate the “Proportion of Practice Time Spent on Work of a Legal Nature Done Pro 
Bono”. Pro bono was never defined, so the reporting relied on the respondents’ interpretation 
and because approximations without records were used, it is difficult to know how reliable the 
figures were.  
Our Study 
To assist in providing more information from which to develop any pro bono policy for New 
Zealand, we designed a study to collect information about lawyers’ current provision of free 
and low cost legal services and their understanding of the meaning of pro bono. In this article, 
we draw on that study data to answer two questions: What do New Zealand lawyers mean when 
they say “pro bono”? How much pro bono are New Zealand lawyers already doing?  
Before discussing the results, it is worth noting that when we discuss the pro bono work, we 
tend to discuss lawyers as if they are a homogenous group. This conceals the great variation in 
practice area, scale of practice, type of practice, and income from practice. It also obscures the 
fact that almost a quarter of New Zealand lawyers work as in-house counsel (Geoff Adlam 
“Snapshot of the Profession” LawTalk 926 New Zealand, 7 March 2019). These differences 
within lawyers’ work can create divisions within the profession about who should carry the 
burden of providing pro bono services and whether all lawyers have an obligation to do so. We 
acknowledge this debate and the issues it raises. For our current purposes however, we are 
focussed on the initial questions in building a pro bono policy: what is it? How much are 
lawyers already doing?  
The study consisted of two parts – a survey and interviews – with data collected from 
September 2018 to February 2019. New Zealand lawyers with a current practicing certificate 
were invited to participate in the survey, with the invitation being circulated through the NZLS 
newsletter. A total of 360 participants completed the survey to a degree suitable for analysis. 
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The demographic and other characteristics of the participants to the survey are presented in a 
table in the appendix. Participants were asked a variety of questions, including questions about 
what activities they perceived to constitute pro bono work and the number of hours spent on 
pro bono activities. The second part of the study was 23 qualitative phone interviews with 
lawyers who had taken part in the survey and were willing to be interviewed (125 volunteered). 
To supplement the two data sets, we also examined how the term pro bono is used in NZLS 
publications.   
The survey provided participants with a list of particular types of work and they were asked to 
select whether these were pro bono or not pro bono. In developing the list, we used the APBC 
definition which outlines work that is and is not pro bono (APBC “What is Pro Bono?” (2019) 
Information on Pro Bono <https://www.probonocentre.org.au/>). We also used the APBC 
definition to ask participants how much work they did that met the APBC definition.  
Results 
Participants were asked which of a list of free services they delivered (the list included work 
included and excluded by the APBC definition) and whether they considered each of the listed 
services to be “pro bono”. Of the 360 participants, 86.4 per cent (n=311) reported delivering at 
least one type of free service in the preceding year. Table 1 shows the results, listing the number 
of participants who delivered each type of free work and whether they considered it constituted 
“pro bono”. 
Pro bono defined 
Majority of participants considered categories 1-7 in Table 1 as pro bono work. The category 
most commonly considered “pro bono” work was ‘Giving legal assistance to individuals who 
cannot afford to access the legal system’, with 87.2 per cent of the participants agreeing on this 
(n=314), followed by ‘Giving legal assistance to charities or other non-profit organisations 
which work on behalf of disadvantaged members of the community’ (82.5 per cent, n=297), 
and ‘Giving assistance at advice clinics’ (80.8 per cent, n=291). The majority of participants 
did not think ‘Providing community legal education’ constituted pro bono work; the APBC’s 
definition of pro bono does include this type of work. Less than half of all participants (42.2 
per cent; n = 152) thought that ‘Conducting law reform and policy work’ was pro bono work 
– work which is also pro bono in the APBC definition.  
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Nearly one in five participants (18.3 per cent; n = 66) responded that ‘Giving legal assistance 
provided under a grant of Legal Aid’ was pro bono work. This is despite this work being 
remunerated in accordance with legal aid scales. Legally aided work is also explicitly excluded 
from the APBC definition of pro bono.  
Table 1. Pro bono defined and performed by participants 
Type of work (performed for free) Participants who delivered 




interpreted this as 
pro bono work 
% (n) 
1. Giving legal assistance to individuals who cannot 
afford to access the legal system. 
61.9 (223) 87.2 (314) 
2. Appearing as an advocate in any Court, Tribunal or 
similar (not under a grant of Legal Aid). 
27.5 (99) 66.4 (239) 
3. Giving assistance at advice clinics (e.g. Community 
Law Centres, Citizen’s Advice Bureau or similar). 
39.2 (141) 80.8 (291) 
4. Giving legal assistance relating to issues of public 
interest 
24.2 (87) 69.7 (251) 
5. Giving legal assistance to charities or other non-
profit organisations which work on behalf of 
disadvantaged members of the community. 
36.9 (133) 82.5 (297) 
6. Giving legal assistance to other types of charities or 
non-profit organisations (e.g. environmental, 
community or cultural entities). 
37.8 (136) 79.2 (285) 
7. Providing community legal education. 22.5 (81) 63.9 (230) 
8. Conducting law reform and policy work. 16.9 (61) 42.2 (152) 
9. Giving legal assistance provided under a grant of 
Legal Aid. 
33.3 (120) 18.3 (66) 
10. Workplace sponsorship of events and/or 
organisations (e.g. community, cultural and 
sporting). 
30.8 (111) 21.4 (77) 
11. Sitting on the board of a community organisation 
(including a school or charity). 
32.2 (116) 41.9 (151) 
12. Volunteering for a non-legal charity or community 
organisation. 
36.1 (130) 38.6 (139) 
 
A significant number of participants said non-legal voluntary work and sponsorship was “pro 
bono”. This included ‘Workplace sponsorship of events and/or organisations’ (21.4 per cent, 
n=77), ‘Sitting on the board of a community organisation’ (41.9 per cent, n=151), and 
‘Volunteering for a non-legal charity or community organisation’ (38.6 per cent, n=139). These 
types of work are specifically excluded from the APBC definition of pro bono. This suggests 
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around a quarter of the New Zealand legal profession have an expansive definition of pro bono 
work that includes work that does not facilitate access to justice and/or work that is not legal 
work.  
In the interviews, participants cited examples of carrying out what they considered to be pro 
bono work but which would not meet the APBC definition: 
I was on a school Board of Trustees for about six years [and] I was on [board of a 
national organisation] so there’s quite a lot of work where you inevitably end up 
providing effectively pro bono legal services. 
 
I had a [music group, which was not for the public good or primarily for 
disadvantaged people] recently and I showed them how to form an incorporated 
society to protect themselves with limited liability. 
In contrast, some participants had quite restrictive definitions of pro bono. A participant was a 
member of a prisoner assistance programme and said all the volunteers were lawyers. In giving 
assistance they were using “legal kinds of skill to help them” but “it’s just more of a general 
help” and it’s “not pro bono legal work because … they’re not our clients and we don’t 
represent them”. A few participants even disclaimed work as “not pro bono” though it clearly 
fell within the APBC and NZLS definitions of pro bono. One participant said “I wouldn’t 
consider community law centre work as pro bono work”. Another participant offered free legal 
advice to someone who could not afford the service and was paid with a home cooked meal, 
but specifically stated that “I don’t do pro bono”.  This participant rejected the term pro bono 
because he thought that “the people who talk about doing pro bono work are the big firms … 
they do it to make themselves feel better and crow about it … but at the same time, they’re 
charging mega bucks [to other clients]”. He, therefore, considered it tainted and did not use it 
to describe work that would be pro bono under both the NZLS and APBC definitions.   
Amount delivered 
Participants were asked if they recorded their pro bono hours and only 25 per cent reported that 
they did so (n=90). As with the 2015 Law Firm Study, the following results rely on 
approximations. Figure 1 shows the results for the number of access pro bono hours worked in 
the preceding year (as calculated using categories 1-8, those forms of assistance that are 
included in the APBC’s definition of pro bono). As shown, the majority (58.6 per cent) of 
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participants reported completing less than 35 hours of access pro bono in the preceding year. 
What is clear from Figure 1 is that the distribution is very uneven across the profession, with 
more than a quarter completing no access pro bono hours at all and 41 percent completing more 
than 35 hours in the preceding year.  
The median hours of access pro bono was 20 hours in the preceding year. When all categories 
of work were included (access pro bono and other types of unpaid work), the median hours 
estimated was 27 hours. 
Figure 1. Access pro bono hours performed by participants 
 
NZLS publications 
Despite the NZLS using a specific definition of pro bono in its pro bono practice briefing, in 
other contexts the NZLS appear to endorse a more flexible definition of pro bono. For example, 
in the official NZLS magazine LawTalk, a number of articles have been published discussing 
the “pro bono” contributions of the profession. One article outlined the various pro bono 
contributions of a large firm, including (Craig Stephen “Wide range of projects for Kensington 
Swan pro bono team” LawTalk 909 New Zealand, 4 August 2017): 
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[A] pro bono programme [that] also recognises partner and staff involvement in a 
category of community contribution they call ‘industry thought leadership’, 
capturing time spent working on boards across community organisations, charities, 
and industry support groups, sharing their knowledge and expertise.  
In another article titled “Lawyers for good: How pro bono work contributes to society” the 
article discusses both pro bono and voluntary work carried out by lawyers, somewhat 
distinguishing them but then blurring the categories (Donovan Jackson LawTalk 914 New 
Zealand, 2 February 2018). For example, in one paragraph, the author defines pro bono and 
then refers to lawyers “contributing expertise” to “the Student Army following the 
Christchurch earthquakes, an individual setting up a scholarship with charitable status at her 
old school, another acting as treasurer for the local marae, a co-ordinator for a mentoring 
programme, and a volunteer firefighter”. These activities do not necessarily meet the NZLS’s 
own definition of pro bono. 
Shared definitions of pro bono 
The survey and interviews, as well as a review of NZLS publications, suggest there is little 
shared understanding of what constitutes pro bono legal services. This is a significant 
impediment to any discussion about pro bono legal services, the amount of provision, and the 
design of policy to encourage the provision of more pro bono services.  
The shifting and expansive use of pro bono suggests a limited understanding and/or loyalty to 
the idea that lawyers’ duty to carry out pro bono work is tied to their professional obligations 
and their rights to continued protection of various areas of work. Conversely, some 
practitioners reject the label “pro bono” for work that would clearly meet the APBC’s definition 
of pro bono. At least part of the reason for this is that the term is understood with cynicism in 
some parts of the profession, who see it as the province of large firms who use an elastic 
definition of pro bono for reputational and  commercial benefit. This again points to a lack of 
common ground about the definition but also the need to rehabilitate the term in the eyes of 
some practitioners.  
The APBC’s definition of pro bono is intentionally very specific and one reason for this is to 
“provide leadership on ‘definitional fringe’ issues” (APBC “What is Pro Bono?” (2019) 
Information on Pro Bono <https://www.probonocentre.org.au/>). A very specific definition 
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can also serve to ensure that practitioners who are doing pro bono work regard it as such. The 
current NZLS definition is too general and inconsistently applied; leadership is needed to 
redraft the definition and then champion it. This leadership should come from within the 
profession and from the major legal profession associations including the NZLS, the New 
Zealand Bar Association, the Criminal Bar Association, and the In-House Lawyers Association 
of New Zealand.  
Leadership on defining pro bono also needs to be coupled with leadership on articulating the 
reasons for lawyers providing pro bono. The message can be communicated simply as part of 
what is sometimes called the “grand bargain” (Richard Susskind and Daniel Susskind The 
Future of the Professions: How technology will transform the work of human experts Oxford 
University Press, New York, 2015 at 9). That is, lawyers’ work is given special regulatory 
protection but in return there is an obligation to meet the justice needs of the community. 
Failure of lawyers to maintain their side of the bargain will inevitably lead to the withdrawal 
by the government of their side of the bargain. Articulating this reason should help support 
understanding of the definition and that pro bono services relate to access to justice, rather than 
the provision of general voluntary work.  
The results also suggest there is a subset of practitioners who believe that legal aid is a form of 
pro bono. This is problematic because pro bono resources are being drawn to the same people 
who qualify for legal aid. This means there are fewer resources for those who do not qualify 
for legal aid but who cannot afford private legal services – a group who constitute the majority 
of the population. It also poses a risk to legal aid funding as the more pro bono resource that is 
drawn into servicing legal aid qualified litigants, the less need the government may see for 
increasing legal aid funding.  
Amount of pro bono and the lawyers doing pro bono work 
Were the NZLS to implement an aspirational target of 35 hours per annum, this study 
demonstrates that presently, most lawyers would fall short of this target. While 41 percent of 
lawyers are exceeding the target, the results suggest more than a quarter are doing no access 
pro bono work at all and the remaining quarter are doing some pro bono, but less than the 
aspirational target.  
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The study results, therefore, highlight the need to incentivise those practitioners currently 
under-delivering pro bono to do more. Lawyers are motivated to do pro bono work for a range 
of reasons, including for altruistic and social justice reasons, professional development 
opportunities, and business benefits. This suggests the constraints are more structural with the 
need to investigate ways to encourage firm or employer support. As observed by the Auckland 
Community Law Centre (ACLC) in their report on their pro bono pilot:  
Culture affects the volume of services provided, the relationship with gateway 
organisations, and the timeliness and quality of the legal services provided. 
Ensuring pro bono work is prioritised and valued within a firm must come from the 
leadership down. Time should be spent to cultivate and support the firm’s 
leadership, and to develop programs that fit with the firm’s culture and interests. 
(ACLC, Pro Bono: Unlocking potential through the Litigant-in-Person challenge 
Auckland, 2019 at 11). 
We consider this culture can best be built through “carrots not sticks”, which the academic 
literature suggests are more effective than sanctions (Scott Cummings and Deborah Rhode 
“Managing pro bono: Doing well by doing better” (2010) 78 Fordham L Rev 2357 at 2368). It 
would be productive, as Rhode has stressed, to build a legal culture that regards pro bono as 
“integral and inherently satisfying” because through doing so, the quality of pro bono 
contributions by lawyers are ultimately enhanced (Deborah Rhode “Pro Bono in Principle and 
Practice” (2003) 53 J Leg Ed 413 at 416). One way of doing this is through the introduction of 
an aspirational target, already mooted by the NZLS. There is evidence to suggest this is an 
effective means of increasing the number of pro bono hours provided (Rowena Maguire, Gail 
Shearer and Rachel Field “Reconsidering pro bono: a comparative analysis of protocols in 
Australia, the United States, the United Kingdom and Singapore” (2014) 37 UNSWLJ 1164 at 
1171).  
Part of building firm culture – as well as encouraging individuals – to deliver more pro bono 
can come from publicising and rewarding access pro bono. Advertising the varied ways in 
which lawyers could make up their pro bono target could also increase the amount of pro bono 
delivered. As the ACLC observed (2019, at 17): 
The motivations and interests of the profession will determine the amount of pro 
bono and the type of pro bono that occurs in the future. Having a range of different 
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options for providers creates more opportunities and increases the number of 
providers likely to put their hand up. 
Approaching the delivery of pro bono services with many solutions in mind – rather than a 
single solution – can therefore serve the goal of increasing the amount of pro bono delivered.  
Conclusion  
Access to justice is firmly on the policy agenda and pro bono work is an important part of that 
agenda. While it can only ever make a limited contribution to closing the justice gap, it can 
provide access to legal services for some who would otherwise miss out. For pro bono to make 
this contribution, however, it needs to be very clear that only some types of free legal work 
achieve this goal and can, therefore, properly be called “pro bono”. Ensuring that the profession 
has this shared understanding of what constitutes pro bono work lays the foundation to organise 
and encourage the profession to do more. A shared definition means that the pro bono 
contributions of the profession can be measured and rewarded, and pro bono can provide part 
of the solution to the justice gap.   
Appendix 
Demographic and other information about survey participants 
 
 All participants % (n) 
Current Role 
Employee in a law firm 38.1 (137) 
In-house lawyer 8.9 (32) 
Partner/Director 17.2 (62) 
Barrister in sole practice  20.0 (72) 
Employed barrister  2.5 (9) 
Sole Practitioner  7.2 (26) 
Other 4.2 (15) 
Main Area of practice** 
Administrative/Public 10.5 (37) 
Banking and Finance 3.4 (12) 
Civil Litigation 26.4 (93) 
Company/Commercial 19.6 (69) 
Employment 12.2 (43) 
Family 31.0 (139) 
Immigration 2.0 (7) 
Māori/Te Tiriti O Waitangi 4.0 (14) 
Property 20.7 (73) 
Resource Management 3.4 (12) 
Trusts and Estates 17.9 (63) 
Criminal  19.0 (67) 
Other 11.1 (39) 
Post-Qualification Experience 
0 to 1 year 
8.3 (30) 
2 to 5 years 20.8 (73) 
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6 to 9 years 11.7 (42) 
10 years and over 52.8 (190) 
Region  
Auckland 27.5 (99) 
Waikato, Bay of Plenty 10.6 (38) 
Gisborne, Hawke’s Bay, Taranaki, Manawatu, Whanganui  6.4 (23) 
Wellington 17.8 (64) 
Nelson 3.1 (11) 
Marlborough, Canterbury, Westland 11.7 (42) 
Otago, Southland 20.8 (75) 
Number of partners/directors in firm 
1-3 24.2 (87) 
4-9 15.3 (55) 
10-19 5.3 (19) 
More than 20 5.0 (18) 
Not applicable  42.2 (152) 
Standard hourly charge-out rate (GST exclusive)  
$150 or less 5.8 (21) 
$151 - $250 19.7 (71) 
$251 - $350 30.6 (110) 
$351 - $450 14.2 (51) 
$450 and above 4.8 (17) 
Do not have an hourly charge-out rate 5.3 (19) 
Did you record time spent on pro bono work? 
Yes 24.7 (89) 
No 62.8 (226) 
Unsure 3.3 (23) 
Does your workplace build pro bono into staff budgets or 
KPIs? 
Yes 9.4 (34) 
No 74.2 (267) 
Unsure 7.5 (27) 
  
Total* n = 100 (360) 
 
 
* Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding and non-response. Based on information provided by lawyers who 
participated in the survey. ** Percentages may not add up to 100% as participants were allowed to select more than one response. 
